Much of the thinking that has shaped our understanding of community-engaged research has its roots in the intellectual Notwithstanding the emergence of quite different languages and approaches, however, to some degree this is also something of a false dichotomy, one that has emerged from and speaks to differences in professional positioning and structures rather than fundamentally different methods, values or goals.
as an approach to research conducted in community contexts, and encouraged the development of collaborative strategies for advancing community wellbeing, in so doing seeking to foster and support partnerships between 'researchers' and 'researched' characterised by two-way learning built on a commitment to knowledge exchange and mutual respect and recognition.
Despite being a tool for understanding impact and effectiveness, evaluative research into community-based programs has not always taken this approach. Indeed, for those whose programs or activities are 'under evaluation' it might give the impression of reinforcing control rather than advancing collaboration, equity, mutual learning or any other emancipatory outcome. In part, this is an inevitable consequence of differences and disagreements vis-a-vis evaluation terminologies, methodologies and strategies. On the face of it, evaluation has a number of broad goals, serving principally to guide program development, support institutional planning and enhance accountability. In practice, the weighting or priority these goals receive depends hugely on context.
In considering the relationship between evaluation and the principles of community-engaged research, we also need to think briefly about an important semantic question. The extant body of literature on evaluation practice implies some degree of consensus that evaluation, in non-academic contexts, employs unique techniques that set it apart from other forms of social research -and thus that there may be a clear difference between evaluation and evaluative research. To an extent this is undeniably true -the methods evaluation deploys are often focused first and foremost on delivering findings that are useable and have practical applications; this often requires 'compromising' on traditional concerns for research quality vis-a-vis data validity in order to address certain professional and practical expediencies.
Notwithstanding the emergence of quite different languages and approaches, however, to some degree this is also something of a false dichotomy, one that has emerged from and speaks to differences in professional positioning and structures rather than fundamentally different methods, values or goals.
While recognising this is still a live debate, for the purposes of this present article I assume a degree of interchangeability between the terms evaluation and evaluative research. I therefore urge the reader to see beyond any language that suggests an alignment with one mode over the other to the conceptual and practical issues that are important considerations for all modes and forms of evaluation. From this premise I advance the contention that evaluative research into social interventions can -and indeed should -be both conceptualised and operationalised as engaged research committed to effecting positive social change. The article frames its reflections in the context of evaluative research into a number of outreach programs at Macquarie University, Sydney, targeted at school students and community members from backgrounds that are underrepresented within Australia's higher education student population. The article illustrates ways in which evaluative research can be conceived of in terms of community engagement by mapping research strategies against two influential models of community engagement. It then reflects on some of the challenges in implementing these ideal practices within the context of evaluative research, recognising that the challenges and opportunities that have arisen during this evaluative research reinforce the conclusion that such models can only provide aspirational targets. In this sense, the appropriate moral and professional framework for such research is one that combines a commitment to engagement with a reflexive, adaptable, pragmatic and above all iterative approach to methodology and stakeholder relations.
BACKGROUND: EVALUATING OUTREACH ACTIVITIES
The evaluative research upon which the reflections in this article are based focused on seven educational interventions led by Macquarie University professional and academic staff. Collectively, the Macquarie programs have identified a number of critical objectives to assist the goal of ensuring that the representation of these groups in higher education corresponds to their demographic representation within the broader population, including raising ambitions and aspirations, increasing capacity and skills, and tackling structural disadvantage.
In order to assess progress against these aims, in 2012
Macquarie commissioned evaluative research to complement existing reporting and monitoring exercises and develop strategic understanding of the programs' impacts. This evaluation consisted of both formative and summative components and produced five principal outcomes:
1 In its formative aspect, the evaluation provided a 'reflective space' in which evaluators were able to work with program facilitators to help identify appropriate, evidence-based improvements. The evaluation sought to explain not just what the impact had been, but also how that impact was achieved, allowing program facilitators to build on the successes and strengths of individual programs and to address critical weaknesses.
2 The research findings supported strategic decision-making around the University's social inclusion and widening participation strategies.
3 By contributing to various reporting processes, the evaluation supported efforts to ensure the university meets its legal accountability and transparency requirements.
4 The evaluation helped to construct an evidence base on the impact of social inclusion activities, thus building a case for the continuation of funding and public support and interest.
5 The evaluation contributed to general knowledge concerning disadvantaged students from a range of backgrounds and the barriers they face in accessing higher education.
The collection and analysis of data was guided by a theoretical and methodological framework that fused current best practice in evaluative research with the specific aims and objectives of the program. The evaluation was holistic in scope, intended to gather triangulated data but also to uncover evidence of how impact is often mediated by the relationship between and contributions of the various stakeholders in the program.
EVALUATION AS COMMUNITY-ENGAGED RESEARCH
Although the increasing demand for accountability and transparency of publicly funded social interventions has inspired a focus on summative evaluation (Shah, Nair & Wilson 2011 In combination, these models were used in the Macquarie evaluation as frameworks to guide engagement and inform matters of timing, scope, audiences and methods for engagement.
Collaboration was key throughout: during the design phase, for instance, stakeholders were initially identified and consulted to ensure the process of framing the project was informed by a range of stakeholder views (Harris, Jones & Coutts 2010 ) and the particular requirements and reality of the program (Lawrenz & Huffman 2003) . This was followed by an initial design phase that involved further consultations around matters of methodology and anticipated implementation; during this stage, and subsequent iterative design stages, stakeholders were asked to comment on proposed interview schedules and to contribute questions of their own that would provide useful information in their professional development.
The stakeholders were also critical in the implementation stage. Not only did they broker contacts between the researchers and the program participants, but in line with the ambition to raise evaluative capacity they were also directly involved in the data collection (though decisions in this regard also had to be balanced with matters of research ethics and data integrity).
Finally, stakeholders were involved on an ongoing basis in the dissemination of the research findings. In one case, for example, the researchers worked closely with both the Macquarie-based program team and principals and head science teachers in a number of schools in Western Sydney involved in a science outreach program to devise strategies for disseminating the research findings as professional development for teaching staff.
Elsewhere, during evaluations of the University's scholarship schemes and a mentorship program in partnership with a national media organisation, program staff were able to identify critical audiences for dissemination, in addition to leading or advising dissemination practices as appropriate.
MITIGATING IMPACT
Notwithstanding these aspirations, there were a number of challenges that inhibited the evaluation's success in realising this idealised framework on the ground. Figure 3 provides a visual representation of some of the key issues: it imagines a series of challenges and opportunities that collectively constitute 'intervening factors' that mediated the impact of the evaluation as an engaged project.
The challenges the evaluative research faced varied tremendously, from those that were relatively easily overcome to those that required significant compromises. Many of these problems were anticipated as part of an initial risk identification and management process, but this itself became an evolving strategy as the initial approaches adopted to minimise these risks proved unsuccessful or insufficient. These challenges may be usefully considered within the framework of five broad categories:
definition, paradigm, participation, resources and governance.
Challenges of definition concerned issues of boundaries and inclusion. One of the core challenges of engaged research into the sorts of large multi-agency projects included in this evaluation was the difficulty in identifying the full range of stakeholders (that is, the targets for engagement). The programs under evaluation all involved a number of groups and individuals who could be legitimately considered stakeholders based on their capacity to affect or be affected by the programs (e.g. see Bryson 2004, p. 22) , foremost among whom were program funders and coordinators, in addition to a range of teachers, school administrative and support staff, community representatives, parents, school and university student participants, and volunteers. In some cases, however, identifying the stakeholders was less straightforward.
The National Indigenous Science Education Program (NISEP), for instance, involves training school students to present scientific 
MEETING THE CHALLENGES
Notwithstanding the tendency for these challenges to sometimes seem like insurmountable hurdles, the extant community In many cases, the researcher has a key role to play here: overcoming paradigmatic differences, for instance, requires that researchers 'demonstrate inclusion and respect to the fullest extent possible' 
CONCLUSION
The reflections in this article offer a small contribution to our understanding of the complex relationships and processes that characterise the intersection of academic research, educational interventions, and community and school-based pedagogic practices. In a pragmatic and conceptual sense, these frequently manifest as critical challenges for the researcher committed to synthesising the values that inform these different practices via models of community-engaged research. These challenges keep the engaged researcher honest: like any community-engaged research, managing a community-engaged evaluative project involves striving to secure a balance between maximising opportunities and remaining ever mindful and attentive to the attendant risks.
This array of challenges also makes one thing particularly clear: good intentions are not enough. The reflections herein disclose the need for researchers to deploy a range of tools and to take on a number of roles, serving as brokers and mediators and being prepared to spend at least as much time building relationships and exchanging knowledge as on more traditional research activities such as data collection and analysis. Here lies perhaps one of the greatest challenges for engaged evaluative research: it places a huge onus on the researchers, not only in terms of time commitments, but also in terms of the array of skills they must bring to the table. In addition to research-specific skills, the evaluator must have knowledge of evaluation methods and content-specific knowledge, and be able to act as a broker, mediator and educator, adapt his or her language to a diverse range of audiences, and constantly translate, mediate and bridge professional discourses. The requirement for such a broad range of skills is why some writers stress the value of using evaluation teams (Worthern & Sanders 2011) .
Of course, not every challenge is surmountable. Some may need to be accepted or worked around rather than overcome.
Many of the challenges researchers face in implementing engaged evaluative practices relate to the difficulty synthesising divergent forms of knowledge, language, professional practice and agendas.
The researcher's success in uniting these often determines the level of impact evaluative research has, but the lack of clear consensus as to the appropriate response to paradigmatic conflict makes this a tricky and indeterminate business. There is also perhaps more outside the researcher's control than we might ascertain from consulting best practice literature. The reality is that the quality 
